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Ry. Co., 52 Fed., 904. Though the bill of lading in the principal case 
purports to contain an agreed valuation, yet, if, as the Court construes it, 
it is an attempt to limit liability, the case is correctly decided. When all 
the circumstances surrounding the formation of the contract have been 
fully shown, the question whether there was an agreed valuation or an 
attempt to limit liability may properly and fairly be left to the jury. 



Dedication — Plats — Parks — Sales of Lots — Revocation. — Town of 
Vinton v. Lyons et al., 60 So. (La.), 54. — Held, that the recording of a 
plat with a vacant block marked "park" and the sale of lots according to 
the plat, is an irrevocable dedication of the park to public use. 

The word "park" written on the recorded plat and lots being sold in 
accordance with the plat constitutes dedication of such ground to park 
purposes. Florida East Coast Ry. Co. v. IVorley, 49 Fla., 297. Dedication 
will be consummated when lots are sold at auction after the announcement 
that a certain part will be set aside as a public park. Borough of Belwar 
v. Barnett, 72 Atl. (N. J.), 77. The principle is that the grantor is 
estopped to deny the existence of the easement. Clark v. Elisabeth, 40 
N. J. L., 172. The title created in the municipality is that of an easement. 
In a few cases where the municipality has not as yet been created it is 
held that the title is that of a fee simple which is in abeyance during the 
interim between the time of the sale of the lots and the creation of the 
municipality. Stephenson v. Lewis. 244 111., 147. But no amount of laying 
out and planning will effect a dedication unless lots are sold on the strength 
of it. Kruger v. Constable, 116 Fed.. 722. The decision in the title case 
is entirely sound. 



Elections — Electoral Residence — Right of Students to Vote. — 
Holmes et al. v. Pino et al., Whitaker et al. v. Same, 60 So. (La.), 78. 
— Held, that the provision of Article 208 of the Constitution of 1898 that, 
"for the purpose of voting, no person shall be deemed to have gained a 
residence, by reason of his presence, or lost it by reason of his absence, 
while a student at any institution of learning," does not disqualify a 
student of full age from acquiring an electoral residence in the parish 
where such an institution is located. Each case must be determined by 
its own particular facts. 

The weight of authority shows that there is no special rule for deter- 
mining the residence of students for election purposes. The same rules 
that determine the domicile of other persons apply to them. Wickham v. 
Coyner, 30 Ohio Cir. Ct. R., 765. The right to vote is dependent upon an 
actual and not an imaginary residence, and it is not a matter of choice. 
People v. Ellenbogen, 114 N. Y. App., 182. The rule laid down in Welch 
v. Shumway, 232 111., 54, that a student supporting himself entirely by his 
own efforts, not subject to parental control, and who regards the place 
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where the college is situated as his home, even though he may intend at 
some future time to remove, is entitled to vote, is in accord with the 
majority of the decisions, and with the principle stated above. A leading 
New York case states that acquisition of a residence in the district must 
not only be intended, but accomplished wholly outside his student char- 
acter. In re Goodman, 146 N. Y., 284. This rule was carried to an un- 
reasonable extreme when it was held that a student had not changed his 
residence so as to acquire the right to vote, when he entered a seminary 
for the purpose of becoming a priest, and a rule of the seminary was that 
no person be allowed to enter as a student unless he renounce all other 
residences or homes, and that on his admission to the priesthood he con- 
tinue in the seminary until assigned elsewhere. In re Barry, 164 N. Y., 18. 
On the other hand it has been held, going to the other extreme, that a 
student may vote where his college is located though he went there only 
for instruction. The fact that he is supported by his parents and spends 
his vacations with them, is strong, but not necessarily conclusive 
evidence to prove that he has not changed his residence. Hall v. 
Schoenecke, 128 Mo., 661. The presumption is that the student has not 
the right to vote, and if he attempts to do so, the burden is on him to 
prove his residence, Welch v. Shumway, 232 111., 54, and there should be 
other satisfactory evidence besides the student's own declaration. In re 
Lower Oxford Elections, 11 Phila., 641. 



Electricity — Defective Insulation — Proximate Cause.— Trout et 
al. v. Philadelphia Electric Co. 84 Atl. (Pa.), 967.— Held, that where a 
boy on the roof of a house threw a corncob tied to a string over a de- 
fectively insulated wire and pulled it towards him to detach his kite, caught 
on the wire, and touched the wire with one hand and was killed by the 
shock, the boy's act, and not the defective insulation, was the proximate 
cause of the injury. 

Electricity being an exceedingly dangerous agency, those dealing with 
it are held to a very high degree of care commensurate with the danger. 
Harroun v. Brush Elec. Co., 42 N. Y. S.., 716; Gilbert v. Duluth Elec. 
Co., 93 Minn., 99. It is the duty of the company to use the highest and 
utmost care to safely insulate its wires at places where people are likely 
to come into contact with it. McLaughlin v. Louisville Elec. Co., 100 Ky., 
173; Fitzgerald v. Elec. Co., 200 Pa. St., 540. This duty as to perfect 
insulation does not extend to places where no one can reasonably be ex- 
pected to go. Calumet Elec. Co. v. Grosse, 70 111. App., 381 ; Hector v. 
Boston Elec. Co., 174 Mass., 212. Contributory negligence on the part of 
a plaintiff in an action for injury done by electricity precludes recovery. 
Cumberland v. Lottig, 95 Md„ 42; Danville St. Car Co. v. Watkins, 97 Va., 
713. As to the duty to guard against injury to children from electric 
wires there is no general rule. Most Courts recognize a higher duty to 
children than to other persons. Denver Elec. Co. v. Walter, 39 Colo., 301 ; 
Nelson v. Branford Lighting Co., 75 Conn., 548. Where a boy climbing 



